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meant direct experience of the Brahman, then none of these pramanas,
including even arthapatti t can produce it. But of all the pramanas,
arthapatti has the advantage that it alone can point towards the
Brahman. Scripture of course may do it, but it is not a thought
process. The Brahman can never be perceived by our senses, and
inference of the syllogistic type cannot prove its existence, because
the Brahman cannot be brought under any universal major premise.
Arthapatti does not require a major premise, and it alone can prove
that an indeterminate reality is involved in our experience, without
which our experience cannot be understood {for a discussion of the
nature of arthapatti, see the author's Thought and Reality, pp. 223 ff.
and 237 ff.).

Pramd or true knowledge at the finite level is a vrttijndna or epistemic
act. But our knowledge of the Brahman, if we have a direct experience
of it, cannot be that, for the epistemic act belongs to finitude, to that
level where there is distinction between subject and object. But in the
direct experience of the Brahman, the subject must become identical
with the object. So truth or prama, at the level of the direct experience
of the Brahman, cannot be a vrttijndna, but must be identical with
reality itself. But at the finite level, distinction has to be drawn be-
tween truth and reality. And truth may be regarded as belonging to
the subjective side. It need not be maintained that the Brahman is
reality and not truth. For the subject or consciousness is not extinct
here, though it becomes identical with the object.

The idea, I think, will be clearer, if we understand by vrtti or the
epistemic process or epistemic act. Vrtti is generally translated by the
word psychosis, which is misleading, as psychosis is a technical term
in psycho-pathology.
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